A. Cover Sheet (Attach to front of proposal.)

1. Spedfy: X agriculturd project or individud application or
urban project joint gpplication

2. Proposd title -concise: Vanddialrrigation District Conjunctive Use Reservoir Project
3. Principal applicant—organization or ffiliation: Vanddia Irrigation Didrict

4. Contact—name, title:  Steve Drumright, Genera Manager

5. Mailing address. 2032 S. Hillcrest, Porterville, CA 93257

6. Teephone (559)784-0121

7. Fax: (559)784-0414

8. E-mall: shdrum@onemain.com

9. Funds requested—dollar amount: $260,000.00

10. Applicant cost share funds pledged—dollar amount: $77,000.00

11. Duration—(month/year to month/year): 6-2001 to 3-2002

12. State Assembly and Senate districts and Congressiona district(s) where the project isto
be conducted: Roy Ashburn, 32" District, Chuck Poochigian, 14™ District, Bill Thomas, 21
District

13. Location and geographic boundaries of the project: 70 acre parcel north of Ave 140 and south
of Hwy 190 — 1 mile east of Plano Road

14. Name and signature of officia representing applicant. By signing below, the applicant
declares the following:

_ thetruthfulness of al representations in the proposal;

_ theindividua signing the form is authorized to submit the application on behaf of the

applicant;
~ thegpplicant will comply with contract terms and conditions identified in Section
11 of this PSP.
Printed name of gpplicant Date

Signature of Applicant



Vanddialrrigetion Didtrict
2032 South Hillcrest
Porterville, CA 93257

February 12, 2001

Water Use Efficiency Office
Cdifornia Dept.. of Water Resources
1020 Ninth S. Third Floor
Sacramento, CA. 95814

Attention: Proposa Review Members

Re: Vanddialrrigation Didrict Reservoir Project Surface and Groundweter Utilization
Dear Reviewing Committee;

We are gpplying for the grant funding with regards to the Water Use Efficiency
Program.

| would like to give you a brief history and characterigtics of the didtrict. Also our
plans and godls for the future.

We are Stuated southeast of Portervillein the central San Joaquin Valey. The
digtrict was formed in 1923 and is a public agency. We are not a C.V .P. contractor. Our
sole source of weter isthe Tule River watershed. We are entitled to a percentage of the
contracted storage space behind Success Reservoir.

On the 214 of June 2000, the Irrigation Training and Research Center (ITRC) of
Cdifornia Polytechnic State University came to our facility for aste vigt and to perform
arapid appraisa on the Vanddia lrrigation Digtrict. The purpose of the visit wasto
investigate the possibility of changing the operations of the district from a groundwater-
only didtrict to a conjunctive-use ditrict. Currently, al of the water for the district
operaionsis percolated into a series of reservoirs located within an old aignment of the
Tule River. The water is diverted from the Tule River and travels about 5 miles (1/2 mile
lined) through the Campbell-Moreland (CM) Ditch to the start of the district located
northeast of the intersection of Avenue 140 and Road 260. Water is diverted into 2
percolation pond areas for 2 well fields, lifted and pipelined to Booster Station #1 using
17 deep well pumps, and then boosted within the district using 3 separate booster pump
dations.

Scope of Work
Recommendations

Suggested changes to the district would be to add areservoir a the start of the
digtrict near Booster Pump #1. This could be used to store surface water directly from the
CM Ditch. A new booster pump station would need to be added to handle the different

pumping requirements to lift from the reservoir.
1) New reservoir located near existing Booster Pump Station 1.
2) New booster pumps at booster station #1(4,000 gpm).
3) New filtration system at booster station #1(4,000 gpm).
4)VFD on one of the new booster pumps.

Vandalialrrigation District Evaluation
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5) SCADA package for monitoring pressures in the system.

The advantages to the district of a modified operation include:
Decreased energy costs/use - with the future uncertainty in the deregulated
marketplace this might have a significant impact on future operations.

Additional capacity for groundwater recharge - thiswould alow the didrict
more flexibility to store water with the percolation pond areas for usein
drought years. This has the added benefit of aiding USBR contractors located
downdope of VanddialD. Thisis possble because VanddialD does not use
its full entitlement of the surface water supply from SuccessLake. Itis
estimated by Steve that this could be close to 2,000 acre-feet in awet year.

Increased capacity at peak flow requirement periods - it is anticipated the
project will require the addition of anew booster pump station located paralel
to Booster Station #1. Thiswill alow for additiona capacity to be put into
the pipelines. The pipeline system has a capacity of 4,000 gpm. Thisis
limiting during the pesk water use period. Thereis additiona capacity at
Booster Pump Station #2. The additional capacity can do 2 things: i) provide
additiond capacity at peak requirements, and ii) provide capacity to add
additiond acreage to the district tax base.

Improved ability to handle fluctuations in the CM Ditch. Ingteed of the
inefficiency of varying flows being turned into the percolation ponds and then
being re-lifted to the pipelines.

Centrdized filtration to improve filtering. Right now the water is partidly
filtered by the well system. However, wdlswill place a heavy load of sand
into the system. Sand is very difficult to remove from the system.

Increased flexibility. Changing the district's ability to improve the frequency,
rate, and duration of the flows will improve the availability and rdiability of
the water supplies. Theseitemswill in turn provide the farmers with better
service and with better service yield improvements are possible.

The disadvantages include:
Expense of areservoir, booster pump upgrade (or replacement), variable
frequency drive (VFD), and filters.

A surface water supply from areservoir will require morefiltration than is
being done currently.
Cost Estimate Spreadsheets
Currently, Vandalia |D spends about $100,000 per year (1,000,000 KwH) on
electricity for the pumping of water for about 1,300 acres of citrus trees.
The attached spreadsheets are set up to show what the annual savings could be if
VanddialD decided to modify operations with areservoir to ddiver water. Theannua
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cost per year and annud Kilowatt per hour columns are shown for each well and booster
pump station for present and possible future conditions.

Thefirgst set of dataisfrom Vanddia D records and information collected by
Southern Cdifornia Edison. The data include the calculated hour per year operation of
each well and booster pump, dollars spent per year, and Kilowatt-hours. Shown at the
top of each tableisaratio of pesk use time during an average week between On-Peak,
Mid-Peak, and Off-Peak times. These numbers are used to reflect gpproximate operating
conditions and were used mainly to recreate a cdculation of the total cost of operating
well and booster pumps. Also included in the eectricity costs were the "Fecilities related
demand charges’ and the "Time related demand charge.”

The second set of datais related to the following assumptions:

Weélls would operate close to afree-flow operation discharge head.
Wellswould only operate 50% of the time (compared to current hours).
Wdlswould only operate off- peak.

Booster pump operation would be similar except, Booster Pump #1 will
have a negative suction pressure (or closeto zero ps) instead of 10 ps of
positive inlet pressure.

On the sheet that displays well pump data, the On-Peak and the Mid-Peak charges were
left zeroed out with the intent that the motors will not be in operation at those times. A
portion amount of timeis Hill dlowed in the Off-Peak category since some wells may be
needed at some point for back-up during the high demand times of year. The booster
pump spreadshests show the same information as the norma conditions pumping
operation with the exception of the two 50 hp pumps at location #1. The TDH was
increased due to the extra feet of head that must be boosted out of the reservoir.
Results

Refer to the attached spreadsheets. A saving of nearly $25,000 annually may be redized
by modifying the operation of the digtrict. There will be about $10,000 more spent on
booster pump operation than before, but the well cost may decrease nearly $29,000 a
year.

Estimated Costs

New booster pump station ~ $40,000  (2-40 hp pumps and manifold)

New filter system $30,000 (20 sand mediatanks)

Reservoir $100,000  (Congructiononly - 40 af storage on 10 acres)
VFD $30,000 (onone of the pump)

SCADA package $60,000  (monitoring capability only)

Total $260,000

The smple payback would be about 10 years. However, there is the added economic
benefit of severd other factors.

1) Pipdine capacity.

2) Increased flexibility.

3) Additiona groundwater recharge.

4) Posshly, less sand in the system plugging and/or wearing out sprinklers.
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Vandalis Ivigation Distriet

Energy Use at Differant Rates Enecgy Cost Anslysis
o ST o T D W Wik
GPM Plant Rate Founs per
Wells Q TDH (8) A 2aEm) | BE $/Kw-He your | KWi/AoFt | af W S WWh
1 WA T 3055 0438 0278 $0.11229 74 757 S0 | 138 24 3972
2| ws | 235 155.4 1.039 0452 $0.11229 554 351 240 | 152 946 8,438
3} wanc| 19 1313 0866 0.454 $0.11229 252 535 91 | 193 546 43863
A fwensr] 624 1428 0493 $0.11229 1,238 129 731 | 12 1,067 9,538
5 | weitws| 203 815 0.897 0.423 $0.11229 1,613 m 603 | 19 1,428 12,758
6 | waiws]| 193 926 0853 0.321 $0.11229 1,706 295 606 | 105 2,009 17,897
7 | weusr| 26 69.0 1180 0.631 $0.11229 900 12 443 | ss $57 4950
8 |wenws]| s 1028 1392 0367 3011229 1,081 %6 610 | 166 1,958 17,473
9 fweusrz] 173 9.3 0.765 0.430 3011229 806 229 257 | 23 661 5886
10 {wen #13} 324 ss.t 1432 0.36) $0.11229 1217 156 726 | 93 1,272 11,336
1 jwen#1s| 202 192 0893 0437 $0.11229 1,570 186 84 | 69 1,220 10425
@ |welibrg] 4z 798 1877 0.635 $0.11229 1,577 128 1233 | 101 11 15,940
13 |Well#20] 202 1152 0893 0.617 $0.11229 1,462 191 sa4 | 71 1,166 10,385
14 fwensn] 106 94.0 0.866 0.469 3011229 850 4 307 | 74 161 6,287
15 |Welth22] 128 155.1 0.566 0.370 $0.11229 403 e 95 | 101 458 4076
16 |weltw23| 487 2536 2183 0.550 $0.11229 39 467 355 | 423 1,863 16,752
17 [wenwza] 225 1743 0995 0.600 $0.11229 886 297 367 | 123 1,224 10,905
$18,734 172,080
[Ralic ST W Peak Time During the Weake
Existing GPM Plant Rate Hours per
Wells Q TDH® [ AR 240wy _EE $/Kw-Hr your WWHACH | af W 351 TWh
el A 59 2055 0.438 0.278 07256 182 757 33 | 138 83 2518
well B 235 155.4 1.039 0.452 007256 370 351 160 | is2 408 5625
well ¢ 196 2373 0866 0454 0.07256 168 535 61 | 193 235 3242
well # 1 Er) 624 1428 0493 0.07256 826 129 a1 | 72 460 6,358
jwet #s | 203 815 0897 0423 0.07256 1,075 21 402 | 19 615 8,50
[wetlws | 10 926 0853 0321 0.07256 1138 295 404 | 105 65 11,932
weti 7 | 267 69.0 1.180 0631 007256 600 12 25 | ss 240 3,300
well 49 | 315 1028 1392 0367 0.07256 701 286 406 | 166 844 11,649
wen#12} 173 963 0765 0.430 0.07256 538 229 a1 )73 285 3,924
we#i3| 324 $5.1 1432 0361 0.07256 8 156 484 | 93 548 7,557
[wall #18] 202 292 0893 0437 0.07256 1,046 126 389 | 69 525 7217
well #19| 427 7938 1877 0635 007256 1,081 128 822 | 101 264 10,626
jwait 420} 202 152 0893 0617 0.07256 974 191 363 | 71 502 6923
well ¥21| 196 94.0 03866 0469 0.07256 566 o 204 | 74 70 4192
welt#22| 128 155.1 0566 0370 0.07256 269 429 63 | 101 197 2717
Well #23| 487 253.6 2153 0.550 0.07256 264 467 237 | a3 803 11,168
well #24| 225 1743 0995 0.600 007256 590 297 245 | 123 527 7,270
Totals 8,070 114,720
Of-Peak _ $0.03952 /XWh the Woek. 0:50)
2V Flant
Wells Q TOH®) _JAF340e)]  BE WWAGF | af W St kWh
WellA | 99 2055 0438 0278 T0.03952 438 757 $3 | 138 245 52653
WellB | 235 155.4 1.039 0452 0.03952 924 351 400 | 152 555 14,064
walC | 196 273 0866 0454 0.03952 420 535 152 | 193 320 8106
weli#1| 3 624 1428 0.493 0.03952 2,064 129 1228 | 77 626 15,89
welt#s| 203 8.5 0897 0423 003952 2,688 m 1005 | 79 838 21,264
welt#6| 193 926 08s3 0321 003952 2,844 295 w11 | 1es 1178 29,829
well #7 | 267 69.0 1.180 0631 003952 1,500 12 738 | ss 326 8,250
wai#s| 315 1028 1392 0.367 0.03952 1752 286 1016 | 166 1149 29122
wenn#iz| 173 9.3 0765 0.430 0.03952 1,344 29 28 | 713 388 9,809
well #13] 324 551 1.432 0361 003952 2,028 156 1210 | 93 746 18,893
well#18| 202 9.2 0893 0.437 003952 2,616 186 913 | 69 ns 18,042
weil#19) 427 798 1877 0.635 0.03952 2,628 128 205 | 101 1,040 26,566
Well#20| 202 1152 0893 0.617 0.03952 2,436 191 %06 | 71 684 17,308
well#21] 196 94.0 0866 0469 0.03952 1,416 @ st | 74 95 10,479
well #22| 128 1551 0.566 6370 0.03952 612 423 158 | 101 269 6793
well #23| 487 2536 2153 0.550 003952 660 467 s92 | 423 1093 2,919
well #24] 225 1743 0995 0.600 003952 1,476 297 6.2 | 123 718 18,174
Totaly - 810,989 386,199
Samplo catculation: x hra/tyoar® AF/24 hra/24*Kwhe/ AP*$(KW-Hr
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Vandalia Isrigation District

[CnbPeak 011239 /kWh ]

Enexgy Use at Different Rates

Ratio of On-Peak Time During the Week: 030
Booster | tnput ‘annual Rate
Pump HP TDH () [ Flow (GPM) hours $/Kw-Hr [Kilowatis| 537y kKWh
#-A 222 30.03 2050 1454 011229 [ 1657 | $2,706 | 24,09
#1-B 22.2 30.03 2050 698 011229 | 1657 | $1.299 | 11,511
KA 8.0 9133 2430 886 0.11229 [759.67 | 35,934 | 52,847
#2.B 50.4 9125 1530 1,094 011229 | 3757 | s4617 | 4t119
#.C 89 91.25 270 439 011229 | 663 $327 2912
#2.D 3.0 91.25 90 468 0.11229 | 221 3116 1,034
#3A 349 153.62 630 684 0.11229 | 2605 | 32,000 | 17,315
#3-B 249 153.62 450 1,044 011229 | 1860 | s2,081 | 19423
#3.C 5.0 153.62 90 216 011229 | 372 $90 804
S1927t 171,621
[FEidPeak_30.078795 TkWh ] [Ratio of Mid-Peak Time During the Wock: G20
Booster Input Rate
| Pump HP TDH (7)) $/Kw-Hr [Kilowans] $87yv kWh
#LA 222 3003 $0.078795 | 1657 | $1266 | 16,064
#1-B 222 30.03 $0.078795 | 1657 | se08 7714
#IA 800 §135 $0.078795 | 59.67 | $2,776 | 35.231
"B 50.4 91.25 $0.078795 | 3757 | s2,i60 | 27413
#2.C 89 91.25 50078795 | 663 5153 1,941
#2.D. 30 91.25 $0.078795 | 221 $54 €90
#3-A 349 153.62 $0.078795 | 2605 [ 8936 11,877
#3-8 249 153.62 50078795 | 1860 § 31,020 | 12948
#3-C 50 153.62 $007879s | 372 342 536
$5015 114,414
Off-Peak__30.03052 / KWh [Ratic ot O Peak Time During the Week: 0350 _]
Booster Input % annual Rate
Pury HP TDH (R) TFlow (GPM)] _ pump efl, bours $Kw-Hr [Kilowats] S$/yr
WA 222 30.03 2050 0.70 2424 5003952 | 1657 | $1,587
1B 222 30.03 2050 0.70 1,164 s0.039s2 | 1657 | si62
#2-A 80.0 9125 2430 0.70 1,476 $0.03952 | 59.67 | $3.481 | 88079
0B 504 9125 1530 070 1,824 $0.03952 | 37.57 | s2,708 | 68,532
#.C X3 91.25 270 0.70 732 $0.03952 | 663 si92 4,853
#2.D 30 91.25 90 0.70 780 $0.03952 | 221 568 1,724
#3A 349 153.62 630 0.70 1,140 $0.03952 | 2605 | S1.i73 | 29,692
#3.B 249 153.62 450 070 1,740 $0.03952 | 1860 | $1279 | 3237
#3-C 50 153.62 %0 0.70 360 s0.03952 | 372 $53 1339

$11,304 286,035

Booster Pump Totals:
‘Sample Calculation:

$39591 572,069

YID Total Connected Load
Lower Well Field

Upper Well Field

Well #23

3-Booster Stations

Total

xxx hrs 7 1 year * $ / Kw-Hr *Kw

[Fotaf Annual Booster Pump Cost : 839,591]

HP
110
100
50
20
530

Eacilities Related Demand Charge
$2.85/kW

395 kW /month
12 months / year

$13,509.00 Annuaily
Time Related Demand Charge

$9.00/ kW

395 kW / month

4 months per year, only used with On-Peak Charges
$4,266.00 annuall:

Well Pumps; $37,793
Booster Pumps: 539,591
Demand Charges: $17,175

Energy Cost Analysis

lTouI Cost, Booster Pumps & Well Pumps:

$95,159]

Total kWh, Booster Pumps & Well Pumps: 1,145,668

Vandalialrrigation District Evaluation

Page 9



Vandalia Irrigation District

FREEFLOW CONDITIONS -
SELECTED WELLS

Hydraulic Test Results

Ratio of On-Peak Time Duting the Week: 030
Booster Input psi psi % annual Rate
Pum He wi | o |TOAG [Fiow GrM] pumpelt.| hous | s/kwn [~ Tiowsss 3 ¥Wh
MATT a4 | 10 [ 250 | G0 | 2050 | om0 |1 oI EENE] S5l 150
M8 | ads 0 § 250 | 6006 | 200 1 om | e |sunizze 1 5259 23141
WA 300 85 [ 480 | 9125 | 2460 | 070 1 8% [ soi1im .67 35,55 244
w2 504 85 1 ano | s2s | s | or | o00e | souinze .57 s4617 s
nc 89 85 | 480 | 9128 270 o | av |sonas 663 $127 2912
D 30 8s | 4m0 | ai3s 5% 070 | 468 |sona 221 sts 1,034
A 349 65 | 10 | e | 6w 070 | &8 [s00159 7604 32,000 7815
ne | s 6s | no | e | a0 070 | 1064 |sonizzs 1860 $2,181 19422
ne 50 es | mo | isser % or | 26 |soui229 372 3% 804
B2 207280
W Ratio of Mid Peak Time During e Week 536
Hooster Input psi psi % annual Rate
Pumy 1P we | s ITDH®) [Fiow (G| pumpeit. hous | s/xwh [ Riiowws 5 [0
AN aa | 10 | 20 [ eoos | 0 | o7 | 5% Teoens 30 X 0%
418 444} a0 | 250 1 e00s | 2050 | o030 | 466 fsoorres| 3313 $1216 15,428
WA 7.0 ZH R A I O T L T S1.77%6 35.230
8 504 8s § a0 o915 | s § oo | 70 |soorems|  aner 52,160 2741
n-c 89 85 | amo | ;s 270 070 | 293 [soomsmes 663 5153 1941
.0 30 gs | 480 | wias % 070 | 312 |so07s79s 221 $54 690
iy 45 63| B0 | 5] % 070 | 456 [SO078TeS | 2604 %536 )
"8 249 65 | mo e | o 070 | 66 |soorres|  1ss0 51,020 12,948
#.C 50 63 | mo | 196 % 070 _{ 144 50078795 372 s 536
310,858 TIR187
OffPeak 3003932 TEWh Reito of OfF-Peak Time During e 30
Boower | Tt | pol o M T el | R
HP ws | & TTOA@] o |pumpett] hows | s/iwn [ Kiowsm ETh R
FEATT aaa |0 | 250 [ 6006 | m% | 676 | 3are 1s00m5 Y] GAR %0319
mB L aaa | 0] 250 | 6006 | 200 | oo | iiss | sooress 3313 51,524 38,369
VTA %00 85 | 480 | 925 [ 2430 | 070 | 14% 1305555 5967 $3,487 074
72N S04 85 | 480 | otas | 1s30 | om0 | s« |s003052 .8 52,708 68528
ne 89 as | 450 | o1z 270 o | 732 |soows 663 si92 4453
2.0 30 85 | 480 | o135 % o1 | 10 |soois2 221 [ 1724
A 345 N T RN EST I 070 [ L1460 | 5003952 26,04 LIS 79,691
#nB 249 6s | mo | me | a0 070 | 1740 |s00s2 1260 1279 32370
e 50 65 | 10 | s % 070 | 36| so0ws 37 553 13
3653 Y4567
Booster Pump Touls: $47.817 690935
Ssmple Calculation:  xxx hrs / 1 year % § / KW-Hr *Kw {Aunual Booster Pump Toal: $47,817 |
VID Total Connesied Losd i Faciliics Reliied Demand Charge
Lower Well Field 1o 285 /W
Upper Wel Fietd 100 395 kW /month
Well 423 50 12 months / yeas
3-Booster Stations $13,509 anmally
Toul 530
cal: (S2.85/KW).* (393 KW £ manth) (12 mooths Lysar
Well Pumpt: 8,702
[ToT Koh, booster pumps & well; EIYRED | Booster Pumps: 41817
Demand Charges: $13:309
Well & Booster Pump Tou: $70,028}

Vandalialrrigation District Evaluation
Page 10



Vandalut Irigation Disrict

Hydeutic Test Reslls

FREEFLOW CONDITIONS -
SELECTED WELLS
Wel 13
I Tt Results Ten2
Diacharge Pressore, PSI s
[Standing Wasee Lavel, Fr. 126
Orxwdown, Ft. s
Discharge Head, Fi. 35
| Pumping Water Leve), Pt sS4
Toul Head, Pt 7.6
[Capacity, GPM. 1510
[GPM per Ft. Drawdown 46
 Acro Fr. Pumped in 24 Hrs. o8
W Input 10 motor 70
HP Inpua 0 Motor 9.4
Motor Losd (%) 793 N
Meesuted Speed of Pump, REM NA NA | e
[kWh per Acre Fi. 199.0 5.0 1780
|Uv=rll' Plant Elﬁeun:! S_Q' 296 491 45.7
AF/ 24hrs SSiyr kWh
6633 $0 o
1189 50 o
. 1057 S0 o
. 1742 50 0o
1.560 0 o
. 1041 0 o
. 1.440 50 0
M 1.698 0 o
0.344 30 o
1206 0 o
1.176 30 o
2808 30 o
1039 50 o
1.078 50 0
. 0.69t 30 o
. 2627 S0 0
. 1204 50 o
£ g
AF/ 24hns. lant off. lours} AF $/kWh AWVAF Silxr Twh
06 | 0380 Q [X] 0075 | 4850 %0 0
(81} 0.387 ] 0.00 $0.078798 270 sa 0
* 1087 0454 0 0.00 50.078795 4173 30 ]
b 1242 0493 o 0.00 $0.078795 1006 30 L]
1.560 048} 0 0.00 $0.078793 1350 50 o
. 1041 0.321 o 0.00 50078798 2300 $0 o
M 1440 0.634 o 0.00 30.078795 874 0 o
. 1698 0.367 0 .00 30.078795 2230 0 o
0.844 0.296 o 0.00 $0.078795 1990 $0 n
1706 0.158 0 0.00 $0.078795 1250 0 o
.17 0.298 o 0.00 $0.078795 1310 30 o
28 0492 0 000 $0.078795 830 0 °
1.03% 0.497 0 0.00 30076795 1780 $0 L]
1078 0.226 0 000 0076795 6. 50 o
. | 0.69) 0370 0 0.00 30.078795 46 50 0
. .| 2627 0.550 ° 0.00 $0.07R795 364.3 0 o
. Well 124 1220 275 1214 0.600 0 0.00 $0.078795 217 $0 0
W 0
OfF. Ratio of OI-Pesk Time Durioy the Week: 0.50
Tating 3 95 Usa Roie
Wells. TDH (1) AF/ 24y lant eff. Da) AP $/kWh XWIVAP kW kWh
WellA | 1613 + (5 B e " Te | owss | w50 X I 6a13 |
Weil 8 8.5 269 L9 0.387 924 1098.6¢ $0.03952 142 13,128
. Well C 168.5 39 1087 0434 420 44394 3003952 16.7 7018
. Well #l ) 394 1742 0.49) 2.064 359549 5003952 67 13,767
Well# s 6.7 353 1.560 0481 2688 419).28 50.03952 88 2872
» | weiss | 6s7 235 1041 03 2844 2960.60 $0.00952 91 25,787
. ‘Well #7 9.0 32 1.440 0.631 1,500 2160.00 $0.03952 48 1482
. Well #9 ne Bl 1.698 0.36? 1752 2974.90 5003952 144 208
Wel # 12| 316 91 0844 0.296 L) 13434 $0.03952 10 9410
weir D] 230 36 1,106 0188 2000 5.7 003952 39 10041
Well ¥ i8] “o 266 L6 o.298 2616 3076.42 $0.03952 14 19358
Well #19] pAR) 462 2838 0492 2,628 7458.26 $0.03952 4.1 10,832
Well % 20, 6.4 28 1.039 0.497 2436 2531.00 3003952 17 18,743
Well# 21 7.3 W 1078 0.226 1416 132648 $0.03952 155 2914
. Welt 922 "ol 156 0.691 0.370 n 46435 5003952 8y 5878
. Welt 42) 180.1 594 2627 0.550 660 1733.82 3003952 366 4,78
M Wekl 924 1220 78 1.214 0.500 1476 1791.36 $0.03952 10,5 15,549
720203

#These well huatbers have beers generaied using
das &om normisl opersting wells. They have been
calculted using the foliowing ration:

TDH - decressed 22% of normmal operation

of normal

KWNAF . increased 3% of normas operstion

Vandalialrrigation District Evaluation
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First is the California Dept. of Fish and Game, who say that the proposed project
will directly benefit waterfowl as a loafing or resting area. This site has Kit Fox dens and
Wood Duck nesting boxes already in place and fence enclosures around various mature
Valley Oak trees. This parcel is also a nesting site for the Great Blue Heron. They would
possibly support it’s construction after reviewing the project. .

Secondly, The Campbell- Moreland Ditch Co. is a long time partner of V.LD. on
various accounts within the Tule River Assn. V.LD. is a shareholder in C-M Ditch Co.
and also runs the Vandalia Ditch Account water (V.L.D. owned) down C-M ditch to get it
to the V.I.D. well fields.

Third, The State of California Developmental Center is our neighbor directly east
of the proposed project field. Their water is utilized in the same manner as V.I.D.’s and
they are the largest shareholder in the C-M Ditch Co. They directly benefit our
groundwater recharge program. They too support the project.

Fourth, The Tulare County Emergency Services (Flood Control) are supportive
because of the potential flood protection in the winter due to the excessive runoff in our
foothill area. We currently take a substantial amount of flood waters and inject them into
our existing percolation ponds. This will just give us an added control dimension to a
system that is already in-place.

Fifth, The Teapot Dome Water District and the V.LD. are already partners with a
Ground Management Plan, consisting of ground water measurements of 25 local wells
biannually. The development of a recharge and wildlife enhancement basin in 1996,
approx. 1/2 mile east of the proposed project, has been extremely successful. The
proposed reservoir project gives an added control device to manage groundwater and
increase amounts injected.

Sixth, The Safari Club International will become a partner with V.L.D. at the
proposed project field doing some wildlife enhancement projects, ie; planting various
plants, maintain Kit Fox dens, Wood Duck boxes, charting duck production and various
other projects.

Vandalialrrigation District Evaluation
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VANDALIA IRRIGATION DISTRICT
BUDGET SUMMARY

TOTAL LIFE PRESENT, LOCAL CALFED
ITEM AMT LUNITS aTy COST UNITS YRS VAl UE SHARE REQUEST |
N. Salaries and Wanges:
P | [« 14| | |
Marager 00 S 12 25,00 $ 1 25,00 25,000 -0-
B. (NONE)
C. Supplies:
Booster | 40.000 S 1 40,000 1 0 40,000 O 40,000
Filter 1,50 S 20 30,000 20 20 30,000 . 30,000
%tet N,00 4 1 000 1 20 0,00 o 0.3 0,00
ICADA 60,000 $ 1 60,000 1 20 60,000 O 60,000
D. Egquipment:
i [, [ s | | |
a0 5 1 100,000 1 25 10,000 o 100,000
E. Services or Consultants:
Fngineer | 31,200 S 1 1,200 1 1 1,200 31,20 it
ISCADA
Design 7,200 $ 1 7,20 1 1 7,20 7,20 =
i 3.60 $ 1 3,60 1 3,60 3,600 o 0l
ectrical
Consultant] 10,000 $ 1 10,000 1 1 10,000 10,000 O
F. Travel:
8313 ] SAD ‘ 12 ‘ 10,00 t s ‘ 1 ‘ 10,00 l 10,00 I -0
‘ 47,000 ‘ 82,00 I 20,00

Vandalialrrigation District Evaluation
Page 13



